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EXTENSION OF COVERAGE TO INSURED’S EMPLOYER 


Exciusion of Liability for Injuries to Employees 


An automobile liability policy issued to a non-employer excluded 
liability for bodily injuries or death of any employee of the insured 
while engaged in the business of the insured or for any obligation 
for which the insured might be held liable under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Law. By subsequent endorsement, the coverage of 
the policy was extended to the insured’s employer. Due to the negli- 
gent driving of the individual insured, a fellow employee was fatally 
injured while both were engaged in the work of their common 
employer. A damage suit resulted in a judgment against the indi- 
vidual insured. 


Fellow Employee of Original Insured Injured 


Denying liability for the individual insured’s loss, the insurance 
company claimed that, since the employer was insured under the 
policy and the injured man was an employee of said insured, the suit 
to recover for his death was within the exclusion clause of the policy; 
if the employer had been sued, the insurance company would have 
had a clear defense under the exclusion clause of the policy. The 
insurance company argued that, if the individual insured were per- 
mitted to recover his loss, one injured under these circumstances 
could determine the insurer’s liability simply by electing to sue his 
fellow employee rather than his employer, 


Judicial Construction of Insurance Contract 


The United States District Court for the Eastern District of 
Pennsylvania, in Ginder v. Harleysville Mutual Casualty Com- 
pany, {| 707,422, refused to consider the insurance company’s rea- 
soning controlling. When the individual insured bargained with 
the insurance company and paid the premium, he was entitled to 
all the rights and privileges which the contract gave him at the time 
of its execution; while the endorsement might also provide coverage 
for his employer, it was as to him a new and separate contract of 
insurance and could not restrict the liability created under the original 
contract. It would be most unfair to permit the insurance company 
to enforce a contrary position without having informed the individual 
insured of the restriction of liability by the addition of his employer 
as an assured. In reaching this conclusion, the court gave considera- 
tion to the principle that a policy of insurance is to be most strongly 
construed against the insurer and, in case of doubt, its interpretation 
is to be resolved in favor of the assured. The District Court believed 
that it was the intention of the parties that neither the liability of the 
insurer to the insured was to be diminished by the addition of the 
endorsement nor the coverage of said insured restricted. This deci- 
sion was affirmed by the United States Circuit Court of Appeals, 
{| 707,423. 
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% FIRE AND CASUALTY *% 


Damage to Adjacent Buildings by Excavation.—The exclusion 
of damage, due to excavation, to buildings adjacent to the 
premises where the assured’s operations were carried on did 
not include damage to a building by tunneling beneath it 
(Bituminous Casualty Corp. v. Walsh & Wells, Inc., St. Louis 
Ct. of App., Mo., | 300,901). 


Testimony of Insurance Agent.—The testimony of an insurance 
agent as to which of two barns was insured under the policy 
was admissible, the court ruling that he was not an inter- 
ested party in the transaction with the deceased co-tenant 
who applied for the insurance and that parol evidence was 
admissible to describe the subject matter of the policy, the 
language thereof being applicable to either barn (Nolan et al. 
v. Standard Fire Ins. Co., Wis. Supreme Ct., J 300,902). 


Waiver of Forfeiture.—The insured’s claim that the insurer, by 
paying the mortgagee’s interest, waived a forfeiture of his 
policy for violation of the other insurance clause was with- 
out merit because the doctrine of waiver and estoppel rests 
entirely upon dealings between the insurer and the insured 
(The Liverpool & London & Globe Ins. Co. v. Dickinson, Ala. 
Supreme Ct., f 300,903). 


Sole and Unconditional Ownership.—In Ohio, it was held that 
the series of deeds purporting to transfer the insured prem- 
ises to fictitious grantees did not affect the insured’s title 
and that the insurer’s claim that the insured did not have 
sole and unconditional ownership at the time of the fire was, 
therefore, without merit (The Transcontinental Ins. Co. of 


N. Y. v. Minning, U. S. C. C. A., 6th C., J 300,904). 


Cancellation of Insurance.—It was held that the bridge author- 
ity’s agent for handling insurance on bridges had the authority 
to cancel one insurer’s policy and procure substituted insur- 
ance from another and that the substituted insurer was liable 
for the collapse of a bridge even though the sixty days 
required for notice of cancellation of the first policy had not 
expired (Hoover v. Millers Natl, Ins. Co. et al., Wash. Su- 
preme Ct., J 300,905). 


% NEGLIGENCE 
(Other than Automobile) 


Improper Diagnosis.—In a malpractice action against defend- 
ant city surgeon who treated deceased, a city fireman, for 
an abrasion on his arm, where the evidence showed that 
said fireman died several days later from heart failure caused 
by a blood clot, the court declared that the conclusion that 
improper treatment of the cut was the cause of death was 
pure speculation and a judgment for defendant doctor was 
affirmed (Jngram, Admrx. v, Harris, Ala. Supreme Ct., 
7 403,989). 

Falling Stone Hitting Subcontractor.—It was error to nonsuit 
plaintiff in an action against another subcontractor whose 
employee was seen holding a plank near the cavity from 
which a large stone had become dislodged, falling on plain- 
tiff, since an inference of negligence was irresistible, but it 
Was proper to grant a nonsuit against the general contractor 
since there was no showing of negligence on his part (Gior- 
dano v. Clement Martin, Inc. et al., Pa. Supreme Ct., J 403,990). 

Depression in Sidewalk.—A depression which was one inch deep 
at its most worn part was so trivial that the court, as a 
matter of law, held that there was no negligence on the 
part of the city or the owner of adjoining property in per- 
mitting it to exist, affirming a directed verdict for defendants 
in an action by an injured pedestrian (Van Ormer et vir v. City 
of Pittsburgh et al., Pa. Supreme Ct., § 403,991). 

Explosion of Natural Gas.—The gas company and the owner 
of a double garage were relieved from liability for damage 
to an adjacent private garage and dwelling caused by an 
explosion occurring in the double garage, since plaintiff 
neighbors failed to show that either defendant had notice 
of a leak in the pipes under the floor of the garage, the 
court ruling that complaints of the smell of gas on plaintiffs’ 
own property were no proof of affirmative negligence on the 
part of the gas company (Stephany et ux. v. The Equitable 
Gas Co. et al., Pa. Supreme Ct., 403,992). 


Removal of Bricks in Sidewalk Leaving Depression.—A hole 
two inches deep and sixteen inches square, which remained 
in a sidewalk after the removal of several bricks, was not 
such an irregularity in the surface of the walk as to make 
the city liable for injuries sustained by a pedestrian (Blanken- 
ship v. The City of Kansas City, Kan. Supreme Ct., | 403,987). 


Bailments.—In an action in tort to recover for the alleged 
negligence of defendant bailee in reshipping jewelry to 
plaintiff bailor under a reduced valuation, it was error to 
admit evidence of a memorandum which purported to make 
defendant liable ex contractu, and defendant was entitled to 
a new trial (Rich’s Inc. v. Empire Gold Buying Service Inc., 
Ga. Ct. of App., | 403,986). 


Alighting Street Car Passenger Injured.—Where plaintiff pas- 
senger contended that the operator of defendant’s street 
car raised the folding step before his feet were properly 
balanced on the pavement causing him to be thrown under 
the street car, the court held that there was sufficient evi- 
dence to support a verdict for plaintiff and that $10,000 was 
not so excessive as to indicate that the jury was prejudiced, 
although a remittitur of $2,500 was ordered (Young v. Kansas 
City Public Service Co., Kan. Supreme Ct., {[ 403,988). 


Liability of County.—In an action brought by the infant plain- 
tiff against the county to recover for injuries sustained when 
she was attacked by a pack of ferocious dogs running at 
large on a county highway, the court ruled that a demurrer 
was properly sustained, since the power given the county to 
control dogs as a measure of public safety and health is a 
governmental function for the non-use of which the county 
was not answerable (Cox, etc. v. Board of County Commis- 
sioners of Anne Arundel County, Md. Ct. of App., J 403,985). 


* LIFE x 


Incontestability of Policy—An incontestability clause which 
did not apply to disability provisions in the policy meant 
simply that the principal amounts stated in the policy would 
be payable without contest after the period stated, but that 
the rights to contest total disability were reserved, and the 
insurer could not avoid the payment of disability benefits 
on the ground of fraud in procuring the policy (Equitable 
Life Assur. Soc. of U. S. vu. Gillam, Ga. Supreme Ct., 
7 503,285). 


Payment of Premiums by Check.—Although a check, accepted 
unconditionally by the insurer, constitutes payment even 
though later dishonored, the beneficiary’s fraud, in drawing 
a check that he never intended to pay, precluded his re- 
covery under the policy (Pardee v. Universal Life Ins. Co., 
Tex. Ct. of Civ. App., 7 503,282). 


Date of Delivery of Policy.—In an action wherein the pivotal 
question was the date of delivery of the policy, the trial 
court’s order for a new trial on the ground that it had erro- 
neously excluded the insurer’s office record of the approval 
of the application was upheld (Davidson et al. v. John Han- 
cock Mutual Life Ins. Co., Pa. Superior Ct., J 503,287). 


Burden of Establishing Age—An insurer, defending an action 
for disability benefits on the ground that the insured’s age 
was misstated in the policy and that he was beyond the 
age when such benefits were payable, had the burden ot 
establishing its defense, and the court’s placement of the 
burden of proving age upon the insured was reversible error 
(Goell et al. v. The U. S. Life Ins. Co., N. Y. Supreme Ct, 
App. Div., J 503,283). 


Burden of Proving Accidental Death.—No recovery was allowed 
under an insurance policy for the death of the insured whose 
body was found in the ravine under a bridge, the beneficiary 
having failed to sustain his burden of proving that the 
insured’s death was accidental (Ialdron v. Metropolitan Life 


Ins. Co., Pa. Supreme Ct., {| 503,288). 


Double Indemnity.—Since plaintiff admitted that the internal 
injuries from which the insured died were not revealed by 
an autopsy, no recovery was allowable under the terms 0! 
the double indemnity provision of the insured’s policy (Ratner 
v. The Equitable Life Assur. Soc. of U.S. et al., U.S. Dist. Ct., 
Dist. of N. J., 503,290). 


Paragraph ({) numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 


2 





in- 
len 

at 
rer 
to 
sa 
nty 
11S- 


5). 


ich 
ant 
uld 
hat 
the 
fits 
ible 
Ct., 


ted 
yen 
ing 

fe- 


Co., 


otal 
rial 
rro- 
»val 
lan- 


tion 
age 
the 
1 of 
the 
rror 


Ct. 


wed 
108e 
iary 

the 
Life 


ral 
| by 
s of 
iner 


Ct, 


No. 226 


WEEKLY ADVANCE DIGEST OF CURRENT INSURANCE DECISIONS 


RR 0 TT NSTI ATE LE OEE EE ED ELE LLIE LIED IA LEA ES II REIN NC CLIT LOL TLL LEE LTO 


Liability for Attorney’s Fees.—The insurer’s defense to a claim 
for double indemnity that the insured, a chronic alcoholic, 
was violating the law when he drove his car into a light pole 
and was fatally injured could not be characterized as frivo- 
lous, unfounded or pretensive, and the assessment of attor- 
ney’s fees upon a finding that its refusal to pay the claim 
was in bad faith could not be - (Albergotti v. The 
Equitable Life Assur. Soc. of U. S., U. S. Dist. Ct., S. D., Ga., 
q 503,289). 


Time Limitation in Policy—The statute prohibiting the issu- 
ance of a policy limiting the right of action thereon to “less 
than two years” after the accrual of a cause of action did not 
invalidate a policy clause requiring suit “within two years” 
after the accrual of a cause of action (Tellip, etc., et al. v. 
Home Life Ins. Co. of America, Pa. Superior Ct., J 503,286). 


Federal Jurisdiction.—In an action to recover disability bene- 
fits, the court refused to consider, in determining the amount 
of the controversy for federal jurisdiction, the amount of 
reserve set up against the insured’s claim by the insurer 
and the payments that might be due in the future upon the 
establishment of liability under the contract (Button v. Mu- 
tual Life Ins. Co. of N. Y., U. S. Dist. Ct, W. D., Ky., 
{ 503,284). 


% AUTOMOBILE » 


Exclusion Clause.—Since the Chrysler Motor Parts Corpora- 
tion did not operate a repair shop, public garage, etc., within 
the meaning of a policy exclusion clause, but merely sold 
replacement parts to dealers at wholesale, its employee, who 
was testing the named insured’s car when plaintiff was 
struck by it, was covered under the policy and the inter- 
pleaded insurer was liable for the injuries sustained (Tolsma 
et al. v. Miller et al., Glens Falls Indemnity Co., Interpleaded 
Defendant, Wis. Supreme Ct., § 707,411). 


Provision Against Encumbrances.—Plaintiff failed to recover 
on an insurance policy issued by defendant insuring him 
against the loss of his car by fire, since the policy excluded 
liability while the automobile was subject to any mortgage 
not specifically declared in the policy and plaintiff had 
placed a $50.00 mortgage on the automobile about a month 
after the policy was issued (Zancker v. The Northern Ins. Co., 
Kansas City Ct. of App., Mo., ] 707,408). 


Approaching Vehicles Collision.—Plaintiff recovered for the 
death of her husband when the driver of the car in which 
he was riding, noting the approach of defendants’ automo- 
bile on the wrong side of the road, turned to the left in an 
attempt to avoid a collision and was unable to turn back 
in time to prevent the collision when defendants swerved back 
onto their own side of the road (Schumacher, Spec. Admx. v. 
Storberg et al., S. D. Supreme Ct., § 707,398). 


Over Center Line.—Plaintiff recovered for injuries sustained 
when there was an opposing traffic collision between the 
automobile in which she was riding and defendant’s speed- 
ing taxicab which was over the center line of the highway 
(Gresham v. Reed, d.b.a. De Luxe Cab Co., et al., Kansas City 
Ct. of App., Mo., | 707,404). 


Collision on Curve.—Plaintiffs recovered for the wrongful 
death of their decedent who was killed in an opposing traffic 
collision on a curve when the truck he was driving was 
struck by defendant’s truck which was over the center line 
of the highway (Collins v. Smith et al., Tex. Ct. of Civ. App., 
{ 707,417). 


Carrier’s Liability—A bus company was under no duty other 
than to discharge the decedent in a safe place, which it did, 
and it was not bound to warn him of the second defendant’s 
approaching car which struck and killed him as he crossed 
the highway behind the stopped bus (Mississippi City Lines, 
Inc. v. Bullock, et al., Miss. Supreme Ct., {| 707,430). 


Emerging from Driveway.—Plaintiff recovered for the wrong- 
ful death of her decedent who was killed when the motor- 
cycle he was operating collided with defendant’s truck as it 
emerged from a driveway leading to a parking lot adjacent 
to the penitentiary grounds, since the driveway was not a 


public highway and the decedent was not guilty of con- 
tributory negligence (Merritt, Spec. Admx. v. Stuve, Minn. 
Supreme Ct., J 707,419). 


Assumption of Risk.—The court determined on rehearing that 
a guest’s right to recover for injury caused by his host’s acts of 
causal negligence in the two respects as to which there was 
no assumption of risk was not barred by his assumption of 
the risk occasioned by the host’s causally negligent lookout 
and that this was not contrary to its prior decisions (State 
ex rel. Litzen v, Dillet, Wis. Supreme Ct., J 707,399). 


Wilful Misconduct of Host.—Evidence that a host, in the exer- 
cise of ordinary care, should have seen the approaching 
vehicle when he turned across the center line of the highway 
to pass a stalled bus was insufficient to establish wilful mis- 
conduct under the Arkansas guest statute (Autry et al. v. 
Sanders, Mo. Supreme Ct., J 707,429). 


Intersection Collision.—Plaintiff failed to recover for property 
damage caused to his automobile, which was being driven 
by his wife, in an intersection collision with defendant’s 
automobile, since the sole cause of the collision was the neg- 
ligence of plaintiff’s wife in driving across the center of the 
highway after defendant had completed his turn, thereby 
colliding with defendant’s car (Mitchell v. Russell, Kansas 
City Ct. of App., Mo., 707,405). 


Right Turn at Intersection—Plaintiff recovered for injuries 
sustained when the driver of defendant’s truck made a right 
turn without warning from the center of the road, forcing 
plaintiff’s automobile up on the curb as he was attempting to 
pass on the right side of the truck after it had swerved to 
the left over the white line, thus preventing him from pass- 
ing on the left side (O’Hare v. Justin T. Flint Laundry & 
Dry Cleaning Co., St. Louis Ct. of App., Mo., | 707,401). 


Inadequacy of Damages.—Damages in the amount of $1,000 
were held grossly inadequate to compensate for head in- 
juries, still causing headaches, and a back injury which 
aggravated a preexisting arthritic condition and would cause 
pain, stiffness and disability throughout the i injured person’s 
natural life (Murphy v. Kroger Grocery & Babing Co. et al., 
Mo. Supreme Ct., | 707,428). 


Child Injured.—After a majority of the court affirmed the 
judgment of no cause of action, a dissenting memorandum 
pointed out that it was impossible to determine whether the 
verdict against the infant plaintiff was on account of con- 
tributory negligence or her failure to prove substantial 
damages, although it was conceded on the trial that she 
was free of contributory negligence (Friedman, etc. v. Kyle 
et al., N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., | 707,402). 


Contributory Negligence.—An administrator recovered for the 
wrongful death of a boy of fourteen from defendant, an 
employee of the minor’s father, when defendant started up 
the garbage collecting truck while the boy was standing on 
the step, holding onto the door and telling him to proceed 
(Turenne, Spec. Admr. v. Smith, Minn. Supreme Ct., J 707,416). 


Passing Vehicle.—Plaintiffs recovered from the owners of a 
truck for personal injuries sustained in an opposing traffic 
collision when the truck speeded up, preventing the second 
defendant’s automobile from passing, and then swerved left 
and struck the wheel of the car, causing the driver to lose 
control and collide with plaintiffs’ approaching vehicle (Felo, 
oe , et al. v. Kroger Grocery & Baking Co. et al., Pa. Supreme 

.» § 707, 42 7). 


tenn Injured.—Plaintiff failed to recover for personal in- 
juries sustained when, after stopping at an intersection and 
giving defendant driver the impression that she would re- 
main there until the latter car had passed, she lunged ahead 
and was struck by the right front fender of the car (Schendel 
v. Klein et al., Minn. Supreme Ct., J 707,415). 


Diagonally Crossing Intersection.—Since plaintiff, an adminis- 
tratrix, failed to sustain the burden of proving that her 
husband, a pedestrian who was killed by defendant’s auto- 
mobile as he diagonally crossed an intersection, met his 
death as the proximate result of the defendant’s negligent 
apres of the car, the nonsuit was affirmed (Wisniewski, 


Admx. v. Weinstock, N. J. Supreme Ct., J 707,420). 


Paragraph ({}) numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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AUTOMOBILE—Continued 


Crossing Street under Umbrella.—Plaintiffs failed to recover 
for injuries sustained when, as they were diagonally cross- 
ing the street on a rainy night under an umbrella, they were 
struck by defendant’s automobile as he was slowing up for 
the intersection, since, in proceeding to cross in front of the 
car when it was quite close, they were largely to blame for 
the accident (Williams v. Van Etten; Settlemyer et vir. v. Van 
Etten, U. S. Dist. Ct., W. D., Pa., J 707,424, 707,425). 


Municipality’s Liability—A municipality was not held liable 
when a car in passing a parked vehicle skidded from the 
street car tracks into the path of an approaching vehicle, 
since the proximate cause of the accident was the negligence 
of the driver in failing to drive at a proper speed and to exer- 
cise ordinary care (Young v. City of Nashville et al., Tenn. 
Ct. of App., J 707,397). 


Former Public Street—The lower courts erred in dismissing 
plaintiffs’ action for personal injuries sustained when the 
automobile in which they were riding was driven into a 
railroad yard, which had formerly been a public street, and 
dropped into a hole and hit some obstructions, since the 
asserted wrong was a failure to safeguard travellers against 
mistaking the railroad property for the open public route 
(Rivero et al. v. The City of New York et al., N. Y. Ct. of 
App., 9 707,421). 


Rear-End Collision.—Plaintiff recovered for serious injuries 
sustained when the car in which she was riding was struck 
from the tear by defendant's oil truck in attempting to pass, 
and forced into a ditch where plaintiff found herself pinned 
to the ground by a portion of the framework of the car 
(Jones v. Central States Oil Co. et al., St. Louis Ct. of App., 
Mo., ¥ 707,400). 


Damages.—A judgment of $8,000.00 for plaintiff, who was in- 
jured when defendant’s car collided with her automobile in 
a rear-end collision, was affirmed, since the court did not 
consider it excessive for the injuries sustained which were 
a compression fracture and a subluxation of the sixth cer- 
vical vertebra, resulting in injury to the nerves running to 
her left arm (Olson v. Davis, Minn. Supreme Ct., {| 707,406). 


Release.—A release of personal liability which had been exe- 
cuted and delivered by plaintiff to defendant after a verdict 
had been rendered in plaintiff’s action for injuries sustained 
while a guest in plaintiff's automobile but before judgment, 
was not void and contrary to public policy, and no fraud was 
charged nor was there any reference made in the release to 
the insurance policy involved (Boocks, for use of Wrenshall v. 
Cochran, Pa. Supreme Ct., J 707,426). 


Last Clear Chance.—In plaintiffs’ action for injuries sustained 
while passengers in one defendant’s automobile when it col- 
lided with the other defendant’s automobile, a new trial was 
denied because the doctrine of “last clear chance” is a phase 
of the doctrine of proximate cause and was properly sub- 
mitted to aid the jury in determining which defendant, if 
either, negligently caused the et to plaintiffs (Menter v. 


Barnes et al., U. S. Dist. Ct., .. 1 707,413). 


Parked Vehicle.—The trial court erred in sustaining a demurrer 
to plaintiff’s declaration for damages caused to his truck and 
its contents when defendant’s truck, which was parked on a 
curve in the highway at night, threw a beam of light which 
confused the plaintiff and caused him to turn too far off the 
shoulder and overturn his truck in attempting to pass, since 
the question of contributory negligence should have been 
submitted to the jury (Steele v. Independent Fish Co., Inc., 
Fla. Supreme Ct., J 707,412). 


Skidding Vehicle.—Plaintiffs failed to recover for personal in- 
juries sustained when the car in which they were riding and 
which was being driven by defendant collided with an ap- 
proaching car which skidded on the icy pavement onto 
plaintiffs’ side of the road (Bennett v. Bennett, N. H. Supreme 
Ct., J 707,410). 


Scope of Employment.—Plaintiff failed to recover for personal 
injuries sustained when he was struck by one of defendant's 
employees driving his own car, since said employee was not act- 
ing within the scope of his ‘employment when the accident 
occurred but merely returning to the store for the purpose 
of resuming his duties (J. C. Penney Co., Inc. v. Oberpriller, 
Tex. Supreme Ct., | 707,409). 


Covenant Not to Sue.—The lower court granted an injunction 
to plaintiff, based on a covenant not to sue executed by de- 
fendant, to restrain defendant from continuing to prosecute 
a pending action for damages for a broken leg sustained 
while a passenger in a bus which collided with a truck parked 
on the highway, but, since the amount in dispute exceeded 
$7500.00, this court transferred the appeal to the Missouri 
Supreme Court (Finley v. Smith, Kansas City Ct. of App., 
Mo., { 707,403). 


Railroad’s Liability.—Plaintiffs failed to state a cause of action 
in their declaration for damage caused to a truck which had 
come to rest partially on defendant’s tracks after going into 
a ditch, since the truck was not on a public crossing and, 
therefore, the railroad owed plaintiffs only the duty not to 
wilfully and wantonly harm the truck after its presence was 
discovered (Callaway, Trustee, v. Zittrouer et al., Ga. Ct. of 
App., | 707,414). 


Farm Railroad Crossing.—Plaintiff recovered for damage caused 
to his tractor when defendant’s freight train collided with 
it at a farm crossing, since defendant was negligent in the 
operation of the train and in the maintenance of the right of 


way (Smith v, Lehigh & Hudson River Ry. Co., N. J. Cir. 
Ct., J 707,407). 

Conflicts of Law.—The provision of the Oklahoma constitu- 
tion providing that the defense of contributory negligence 
was a question of fact and should be submitted to the jury 
was remedial rather than substantive, and the lower courts 
erred in failing to strike that portion of plaintiff's petition 
which pleaded this section of the constitution in an action 
for the death of a motorist killed in a railroad crossing 
collision (Hopkins v. Kurns et al., Trustees, St. Louis-San 
Francisco Ry. Co., Mo. Supreme Ct., q 707,418). 


Paragraph ({) numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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